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ABSTRACT

While unions have made up a significant proportion of the government workforce
in all areas of employment; there has been minimal research of any kind on how unions
affect government service. This lack of research is disturbing during a time when states
are taking critical stands on union existence and authority. After years of shrinking
unions in the private sector and growing membership in the public sector these
government decisions are reversing that trend. Without research these decisions are being
made without sound facts which have left constituents with limited knowledge in which
to agree or disagree with those political decisions.
We know that unions’ increase wages, increase retention, lead to higher
productivity, ensure stability during economic downturns, provide wage equity for blue
collar workers to white collar workers. Also, research has consistently found that union
workers are less satisfied than non-union workers yet are less likely to leave there place
of employment. This contradiction also leads to many further research questions; are
satisfaction surveys measuring appropriately? Or are the research studies controlling for
the appropriate variables
This dissertation asked the question: Does union affiliation affect employee
engagement in a public sector workforce. The researcher was able to control for job
responsibilities by using a sample of Head Start employees who had identical job
responsibilities but worked in organizations where the entire workforce was either union
or non-union. This also controlled for the affects the union may have on an entire
organization if union and non-union staff worked together and were studied in that
environment.
The results show that union employees under the age of 35 show lower levels of
engagement than non-union employees at a significant level. Union employees 35 years
and older have the same level of engagement as their non-union age peers.
There are practical implications to the findings of this research. For management it
means that in order to improve engagement of employees in a union environment who are
younger, different avenues for voice may need to be developed.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Although trade unions have made up a significant proportion of the government
workforce in all areas of employment, there has been minimal research on how unions
affect government service. This lack of research is disturbing during a time when states
are taking critical stands on union existence and perceived interference. After years of
shrinking unions in the private sector and growing membership in the public sector, these
Legislative efforts to dismantle governmental unions are reversing the trend of growing
public sector membership. The scarce research on governmental unions has left
constituents with a lack of knowledge about those political decisions. Kearny (2009),
based on an extensive review of the literature (Aaron, Grodin, & Stern, 1979; Aaron,
Najita, & Stern, 1988; Bent & Reeves, 1978, Coleman,1990; Freeman & Ichniowski,
1988; Lewin, Feuille, & Kochan, 1981; Najita & Stern, 2001, Stanley, 1972; Steiber,
1973; Wellington & Winter, 1971) stated:
It is a longstanding irony that despite the relative strength of unionization and
collective bargaining in the public sector, scholarly research has lagged
significantly behind the copious quantity of published research on unions in the
private sector. He later goes on to point out after an extensive review of the
literature regarding unions that, what is striking about this broad body of research
is that relatively little of it has been published by administration and public policy
scholars. In addition doctoral programs in public administration rarely incorporate
courses in public labor relations or expose students to research in the field. (p. 1)
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The lack of education offerings occurs despite the fact the most public administrators will
work within some form of union environment. Laws have been passed and decisions have
been made that negatively affect unions based on perceptions and political rhetoric rather
than decisions that are solution driven and based on empirical evidence.
Table 1 shows union density by state employees. While dramatically varying state
by state, the overall figures demonstrate the need for public administrators to have
knowledge regarding unions.
The strength and growth of public sector unions has evolved amidst controversy
since their earliest days. In a 1937 letter on collective bargaining to Luther Steward,
president of the National Federation of Federal Employees, President Roosevelt warned
that government employees should realize that the process of collective bargaining, as
usually understood, cannot be transplanted into the public service. During the same time
courts across the nation also held that collective bargaining by government workers
should be forbidden on the legal grounds of sovereign immunity and unconstitutional
delegation of government power (DiSalvo, 2010), reflecting a national perspective until
1962, when President John F. Kennedy signed Executive Order 10988, which permitted
collective bargaining by federal employees.
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Since the earliest days of unions, the rhetoric about them has been negative,
focusing on the economic impact of the monopolistic nature of union negotiation on
wages and benefits (Freeman & Medoff, 1984) and that public unions were financially
destroying units of government.
Public employee unions in the United States have caused growing concern since
the mid-1960’s when wages in the public sector began to rise more rapidly than
those of private employees. Strikes became significant for the first time in 1966
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and tension has continued to mount, particularly in the older industrial cities.
(Chickering & Douglas, 1976, p. ix)
Fifty years later, the negative rhetoric and action toward unions in the public
sector and politicians’ public denunciation of them appears to be growing at the fastest
rate in history. On his first day in office, New Jersey Governor Chris Christie signed an
executive order preventing state workers’ unions from making political contributions,
subjecting them to the same limits that had long applied to corporations (DiSalvo, 2010,
p. 3) In an editorial, Shlaes (2013) defined two workers in the United States: those in the
private sector, “the vulnerable ones who rides the business cycle without shock
absorbers,” and the second worker, he or she in the public sector
who works for the government, lives a cushioned existence in which terminations
take years, pension amounts are often guaranteed, and recessions are only thunder
in the distance. Yet worse than this division is the knowledge that the private
sector worker will pay for public sector comfort with ever higher taxes. (p. 1)
Discussing teachers unions, Moe (2011) argued,
Teachers unions have more influence on the public schools than any other group
in American Society, Their massive memberships and awesome resources give
them unrivaled power in the politics of education allowing them to affect which
policies are imposed on the schools by government – and block reform they don’t
like. (Moe, 197)
Further negative rhetoric appears in Greenhut’s 2009 book, Plunder!, in which the
author blamed trade unions for all that is bad in the state of California.
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Plunder is a field manual of information and examples for the millions of
Americans who are wondering what has gone wrong in America, and what can be
done to fix it. From the title of this book to the very last sentence, Steven
Greenhut lays the truth out for everyone to see – public employees are raiding our
treasures, controlling our lives and destroying our country. (Forward)
Such accusations are made with little supporting research and are based on
opinions or labor negotiation results. The author seemed unconcerned about the
improvement of the lives of the labor force.
In a Wall Street Journal letter to the editor in September 2012, former Democratic
state representative Paul Moreno declared:
The Chicago teachers strike has put Democrats in a difficult position. Teacher
unions are the most powerful constituency in the Democratic Party, but their
interests are ever more clearly at odds with taxpayers and inner-city families.
Chicago is reviving scenes from the last crisis of liberalism in the 1970s, when
municipal unions drove many American cities to disorder and bankruptcy. (p. 1)
One of the most important moments in public union history is the story of
PATCO,. the Public Air Traffic Controllers union. On August 3, 1981, “over twelve
thousand air traffic controllers, three quarters of the workforce of the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), had walked off their jobs” (McCartin, 2011, p. 5) This action
defied earlier laws during the Kennedy administration that kept public union members
from striking. McCartin (2011) discussed how and why PATCO formed, how the union
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members organized, and how Reagan’s actions change the way the public viewed unions
that provide public service.
This negative rhetoric has led to negative actions. “Act 10, which gutted
collective bargaining for most of Wisconsin’s public unions, passed in 2011,
leaving them with a very limited role to play for their members. This has also lead
to a significant reduction in dues paying membership from about 5,900 prior to
the act passing to only 690 in the early part of 2013. (Adshead, 2013, p.1)
When Scott Walker was the governor-elect of Wisconsin, he had a vision. In
1981, his childhood hero, Ronald Reagan, fired more than eleven thousand
striking air-traffic controllers and banned them from being rehired for life. Their
union was destroyed. As Walker put it later "That was the first crack in the Berlin
Wall and the fall of Communism, because from that point forward the Soviets and
the Communists knew that Ronald Reagan wasn't a pushover." (Finnegan, 2012,
p. 1)
Further breakdowns in public unions are demonstrated by legislation presented in
Florida preventing union dues to be collected from public pay. Legislation in Ohio takes
antiunion laws even further Greenhouse (2011) wrote:
After Wisconsin's labor battle seized the nation's attention, after nearly 100,000
people rallied in Madison to protest a bill to curb public-sector collective
bargaining, the Ohio legislature has, with far less fanfare, enacted a bill perhaps
even tougher on unions. It is perhaps surprising that Ohio faced more limited
public demonstrations considering that its bill, which Gov. John R. Kasich signed
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Thursday, goes further than Wisconsin's in several important ways. While both
laws severely limit public employees' ability to bargain collectively -- they both
prohibit any bargaining over health coverage and pensions -- the Ohio law largely
eliminates bargaining for the police and firefighters. Wisconsin's law leaves those
two groups' bargaining rights untouched. Ohio's law also gives city councils and
school boards a free hand to unilaterally impose their side's final contract offer
when management and union fail to reach a settlement. ( p. 20)
The dichotomy presents itself with unions fighting for the equality and rights of
public workers, while many in the public, including politicians and voters, see the unions
as entities that destroy public service and break public budgets. These concerns, along
with new laws and the negative rhetoric, have taken a bite out of the public union
membership, though public unions still maintain a sizable share in the public workforce.
Although the most recent data are available only from 2008, one can surmise that union
membership has decreased substantially in Wisconsin, Florida, and Ohio since that time,
given their legislative decisions regarding unionization among public employees. In the
area of Unions in the public sector to help insure that decisions are based with facts and
the politicians are challenged in their negative beliefs it is essential to do additional
research to make educated rather than emotional decisions.
It would be interesting and instructive to systematically examine the quantitative
public administration and policy research that employs “union” as a variable in
multiple regression or logit models…. Quite often the union variable is
statistically significant in such models…. More incisive analysis of why unions
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and collective bargaining are important determinants of policy adoption and
outcomes is needed. (Kearney, 2009, p. 18)
This discussion portrays the negative political views and action taken against
unions in recent years. Despite this ongoing controversy unions in the public sector have
seen tremendous growth. The American Federation of State, County and Municipal
Employees grew from 99,000 members in 1955 to just under 1 million members in 1980.
Over that same time the American Federation of Teachers grew from 40,000 to more than
half a million members. Today its membership stands at more than 1.5 million. While
this is larger than the largest private sector union, it still smaller than the largest labor
union in the United States, the National Education Association, which claims 3.2 million
members (DiSalvo, 2010, p. 10)

Figure 1. Growth and decline of private versus public sector jobs.
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Of the 127 million wage and salary workers in the U.S., 84% ,or 107 million
workers are in the private sector. The remaining 16% or 20 million workers have
been hired by the government.… The overall rate of union membership has been
declining for years and now stands at 11.3%. However, the unions are finding it
increasingly more difficult to penetrate the private sector…. Amongst private
sector workers only 6.6% belonged to unions in 2012. Unions have been far more
successful in penetrating the various levels of government, where the union
membership rate for 2011 was 35.9%, or five times as high as in the private
sector. Why have unions been so successful in the public arena? Probably
because of a perception that government workers are underpaid and, therefore, in
need of union assistance in attaining their fair share of the pie. (Slifer, 2013,
paras. 1-3)
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
This literature review first examines the history of unions in the private and public
sector, with a focus on the more recent history of unions. Two key sources are Freeman
and Madoff (1984) and Bennet and Kaufman’s (2007) 20-year follow-up. The later
empirical research is next reviewed, with a focus on employee voice, job satisfaction, and
employee engagement. Empirical literature on employee engagement and productivity is
explored, leading to research examining employee engagement in the public sector
among similar job categories with the need to determine whether a public sector union
environment affects employee engagement.
A leading text on the topic is Freeman and Madoff‘s (1984) What Do Unions Do?
Now 30 years old, the book was written to counter the negative rhetoric being stated at
the time.
During the past twenty-five years . . . the negative view of trade unions has
become increasingly dominant. While there are notable exceptions, many on both
the right and the left no doubt the social relevance and value of America's labor
movement. (Freeman & Medoff, 1984, p. 4)
Twenty years later Bennett and Kaufman (2007) reexamined the 1984
publication with both data analysis and review of different scholars addressing each
research area that Freeman and Medoff had researched and reviewed. In discussing the
earlier work, Bennett and Kaufman stated:
We show that the vast majority of their commentary written in the early 1980s is
still highly applicable despite the fact that private sector unionization has been in
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precipitous decline. An old adage is that a classic book is that everyone talks
about but nobody reads. Freeman and Madoffs work is not one of those. It is a
true classic because it continues to be a book that anyone—scholar or layman—
interested in unions needs to read Labor unions are at least as old as industrial
economies and have been the subject of debate and controversy for just as long.
All sides agree that the objective of unions is to advance the interests of their
worker members, and toward this end they exert pressure on employers and
governments for improved terms and conditions of employment…. [What Do
Unions Do?] is certainly the most famous book in labor economics and industrial
relations. They went to the Social Science Citations Index and typed in “What Do
Unions Do” and found that it had been cited by other academics more than 1000
times. (p. 1)
From here the questions and controversy begins with “Central questions
[including]how do unions affect wages? Firm performance? Labor market efficiency?
Workers welfare? And the political process?” (Bennett & Kaufman, 2007 p. 1)
Freeman and Medoff contend that economists and the general public hold two
quite different conceptions of unions, one is negative and the other is positive.
The negative view they call the “monopoly face” of unions, the positive they call
the collective voice/institutional response face. (Bennett & Kaufman, 2007, p. 2)
The monopoly face focuses on unions’ abilities to negotiate for their members for
higher pay and benefits, while the collective voice face is the members’ ability to
positively influence their place of employment.
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In the next few pages I will summarize their findings and compare them to the
results the authors found in the 20-year perspective. In each area of finding Freeman and
Medoff (1984) conducted either their own research, which they then compared to the
research of others, or reviewed the research in the field. The question the authors set out
to answer was:
Since the unions have both a monopoly and voice/response face the key questions
for understanding the impact of private-sector unionism in the United States relate
to the relative importance of each. Are unions’ primarily monopolistic
institutions, or are they primarily voice institutions that induce socially beneficial
responses? (p. 19)
Bennett and Kaufman (2007) sought to address this issue:
If management uses collective bargaining process to learn about and improve the
operation of the workplace and the production process, unionism can be a
significant plus to enterprise efficiency. On the other hand if management
responds negatively to collective bargaining (or is prevented by unions from
reacting positively), unionism can significantly harm the performance of the firm.
(Bennett & Kaufman, 2007 p. 12)
Freeman and Madoff (1984) established 13 consequential findings that led to
subsequent research. Most of the research reviewed by Bennett and Kaufman, took place
in the private sector and if public sector employees were included, they were often not
separated out as a variable. This then begs the question of how much public union data
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might have existed that the authors did not analyze, and what might be the implications
on Freeman and Medoff’s conclusions?
Findings
Freeman and Medoff (1984) found wage effects of unions. On the wage side
unions have a substantial monopoly wage impact but there is no single union/nonunion
wage differential. The union wage effect is greater for less- educated than more-educated
workers, for younger than for prime-age workers, and for junior rather than for senior
workers. The wage effect is greater in heavily organized industries and in regulated
industries than in others. (Freeman & Medoff, 1984, p. 78). The authors found a small
effect of the increases on productivity and increases in inflation. The findings are in
regard to decreasing jobs to sustain profits. This is often irrelevant in public sector jobs,
as many jobs cannot be decreased with decreased funding due to regulations of client
ratios such in public health care settings or licensed child care centers, or service levels
designated by referendum. In addition, the cost of decreased public safety in the areas of
law enforcement, fire and emergency services, and corrections has immediate costs to the
community. I was unable to find research that provided a direct link of increased taxes
based on union wages, an area that could use further analysis and could be accomplished
possibly by comparing the tax burden of high union penetration states to low penetration
states.
Freeman and Medoff (1984) then examined how unions affect the entire
compensation package through analysis of data files received from 2,699 union plants.
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Unions alter the entire package of compensation substantially increasing the
proportion of compensation allotted to fringe benefits particularly to deferred benefits
such as pensions and life, accident and health insurance. (These changes are, on balance,
to be viewed as a social plus. (Freeman & Medoff, 1984, p. 62)
Both establishment and individual survey data revealed that unions have a sizable
positive impact on the provision of fringe programs and on the dollars spent on fringes,
with the percentage increase in fringe spending attributable to unionism exceeding the
percentage increase in spending attributable to unionism. Both also showed especially
pronounced union effects on pensions, vacation pa, and life, accident, and health
insurance.
Freeman and Medoff (1984) looked at whether unions lead to inequality in pay for
like jobs between union and nonunion workers. “Quantitatively, the inequality-reducing
effects of unionism outweigh the inequity-increasing effects, so that on balance unions
are a force for equality in the distribution of wages among individual workers” While this
would seem to some as unnecessarily raising the wages of all, the settling for a prevailing
wage should be seen as representing the value of the work being accomplished based on
the pay equity tying wages to worth rather than profit. “Union wage policies favor equal
pay for equal work across establishments; and union wage gains reduce inequality
between white-collar and blue-collar workers” (p. 78)
Twenty years later Bennett and Kaufman (2004) analyzed existing data and found
that “union members do have wage-enhancing advantages over nonmembers, but these
have diminished in recent years, implying changes in the selection of employees into
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membership…. Public sector wage effects are large and similar to those in the private
sector” (p. 105).
Freeman and Medoff (1984) found that “unionism greatly reduces the probability
that workers will quit their jobs. As a result, unionized work forces are more stable than
nonunion workforces paid the same compensations” (20). Citing several earlier studies,
Freeman and Medoff found that union members are less likely to exit than their nonunion
counterparts when controlling for wages.
Controlling for wages is critical because union-induced wage increases also
reduce quit probabilities leading to a possible confusion of monopoly and voice
effects…. In every case the voice effect dominates the monopoly wage effect. The
reason that unionized workers quit less and accrue more tenure than otherwise
comparable nonunion workers has more to do with the fact that unionism
transforms working places through “voice” that with the fact that it raises pay.
When it comes to mobility, the voice face of unionism dominates the monopoly
face. (p. 95)
Bennett and Kaufman (2004) discussed exit throughout the book but portrayed it
as a given for all union membership thus focusing on the more specific aspects of
decreased exit in union environments as it pertains to job satisfaction and increased voice.
Freeman and Medoff (1984) also found an advantage for union members when
in cyclical downturns, unionized firms make more use of temporary layoffs and
less use of cuts in wage growth than do nonunion firms, while in cyclical upturns,
unionized firms recall relatively more workers and nonunion firms tend to hire
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new employees [and] union workplaces operate under rules that are both different
from and more explicit than nonunion workplaces. (p. 112)
One theme Freeman and Medoff (1984) empahsized is the advantage that the
existence of unions has on the private sector. “Some nonunion workers namely those in
large nonunion firms that are trying to avoid unions through ‘positive labor relations,’
obtain higher wages and better working conditions as a result of the existence of trade
unions” (p. 153.) The authors also feared the effect that the decline of union membership
on labor as a whole in the United States, which they emphasized in the book’s
conclusion.
Freeman and Medoff (1984) also looked at productivity, which they found in
most cases to be higher in union organizations and attributed to low turnover, leaving
more qualified labor to fulfill production needs. The author cited several studies showing
decreased productivity was tied more to poor management than unionism.
Managerial responses to unionism that take the form of more rational personnel
policies and more careful monitoring of work raise productivity by reducing
organizational slack. The voluminous case studies by Slichter, Healthy and Livernash
(Harvard Business School) and by other researchers have shown the effectiveness of
managerial response to unionism to be perhaps the most important determinant of
what unions to productivity. Some managements will adjust to the union and turn
unionism into a positive force at the workplace, others will not. Over the long run,
those that respond positively will prosper while those that do not will suffer in the
market. (Freeman &Medoff, 1984, pp. 164-165)
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Moreover, unionization does decrease profitability. “Unionized employers tend to
earn a lower rate of return per dollar of capitol than non-union members. The reduction in
profitability however is centered in highly concentrated and otherwise historically highly
profitable sectors of the economy” (Freeman & Medoff, 1984, p. 189).
In terms of political clout, “Unions have mixed results in the political arena
depending if a legislator represents a highly business focused or labor focused area”
Freeman & Medoff, 1984, p. 22). Freeman and Medoff also found that unions did not
meet “the picture of unions as nondemocratic institutions run by corrupt labor bosses….
Most unions are highly democratic, with members having access to union decisionmaking machinery, especially at the local level” (p. 22)
Freeman and Medoff (1984) also looked at the decline in unions already taking
place in 1984 and found
the percentage of the U.S. private-sector work force that is in the trade unions has
declined precipitously since the mid 1950's. The decline is largely to a dramatic
increase in the amount and sophistication of both legal and illegal company
actions designed to forestall the organization of workers, and reduced union
organizing activity per nonunion worker. (p. 229)
One of the most surprising findings was that despite union workers being less
likely to exit, “union workers often report themselves less satisfied with their job than
nonunion workers. Unionists’ are especially dissatisfied with their work conditions and
their relations with supervisors” (Freeman & Medoff, 1984, p. 21) In looking at other
categories of workers, older workers, higher educated, higher earners an non-White
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workers, those satisfied are more likely to stay and those less satisfied are more likely to
quit. Only in the category of unionism are those less satisfied less likely to quit (Freeman
& Medoff, 1984, p. 138). The authors concluded that the ability to voice their
dissatisfaction that the union facilitates allows dissatisfied workers to maintain their
employment and continue voicing their concerns. Bennett and Kaufman (2004) believed
that Freeman and Medoff (1984) suggested that “one reason why union workers report
less job satisfaction than nonunion workers is that union jobs are less attractive than
comparable nonunion jobs on certain job dimensions such as quality of supervision, that
nature of job tasks, or working conditions” (p. 21) Union employers may have also
reduced more staff in order to maintain the higher union wages. Bennett and Kaufman
then offered their own hypothesis: Union leaders “manufacture” discontent and that it
could also be caused by the narrow scope of job responsibilities defined by union rules
which could affect an employees’ ability for decision making and autonomy (p. 366).
Unlike Freeman and Medoff (1984), Bennett and Kaufman (2004) pointed out a
great deal of concerns with the methodology of testing job satisfaction. They discuss the
large data sets that have been used that provide large numbers for generalizability but
confound union membership with working conditions which could vary immensely.
Bennett and Kaufman also believed the tools used to measure satisfaction to be lacking
and not tied to job facets and then do reach a different conclusion than Freeman and
Medoff.
The research on the exit-voice hypothesis, both in the United States and abroad,
show convincingly that most of the variance in the negative union effect on job
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satisfaction can be accounted for by job quality, industrial relation climate, and
wages. Union members see their jobs as less attractive than do nonunion workers
in terms of skill requirements, task complexity, the amount of autonomy or
discretion available and opportunities for promotion. (Bennett & Kaufman, 2004,
p. 348)
Bennett and Kaufman (2004) also pointed out the need to keep these findings in
perspective in that union members are less satisfied, not dissatisfied. They also suggested
future researchers should be cognizant of more complex variables beyond demographics
that “cause attitudes and behaviors.” By conducting research matching job
responsibilities in a completely matched field with the same performance outcome
expectations could address this concern and would build off existing research.
Unlike Freeman and Medoff (1984), Bennett and Kaufman (2004) included a
chapter to look at the two union faces in the public sector authored by Morley Gunderson.
Gunderson (as cited in Bennett & Kaufman, 2004) discussed the limitations of union
research in respect to the emphasis on the unions’ effect on productivity, firm
performance and profitability which are not as easy to measure in the public sector.
Clearly more empirical work is merited to determine the productivity of public
sector inputs and how that productivity is affected by different forms of employee
voice including unionization. It is particularly important to link that determination
to alternative forms of market structure for the delivery of public sector services,
given the growing tendency towards privatization, deregulation, outsourcing,
competition in public service delivery, and the provision of public services
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through private sector delivery agencies. (Gunderson, as cited in Bennett &
Kaufman, 2004, p. 413)
It is this final area of findings that this paper will focus on specifically in the
public sector. It will add to the body of knowledge regarding public sector unions and job
satisfaction through employee engagement surveys. Results positive or negative can be
interpreted to have impact on productivity in the public sector as well.
The review of Freeman and Madoff (1984) found a substantial amount of positive
effects of unionism for workers, particularly laborers. Much of this research was
duplicated with similar findings over the following 20 years and summarized by Bennett
and Kaufman (2004). Some findings thatmay seem positive for labor could be seen as
negative for industry, such as decreases in profitability and increases for nonunion bluecollar workers’ pay.
Both publications address and acknowledge a lack of research within public
unions. This concern should lead to the effort of comprehensive research among public
sector unions along all areas of findings from Freeman and Madoff (1984) to determine
whether there would be similar results.
Beyond Freeman and Medoff (1984):
Under its monopoly face, unions can have negative effects on resource allocation,
productivity, and social welfare by fostering strikes and restrictive work practices
as well as by raising wages above the competitive norm. In contrast, by serving as
the institutional embodiment of voice at the workplace, unions could have
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positive effects on productivity, cost and social welfare. (Gunderson, 2005, p.
393)
Yates, who published Why Unions Matter in 1998 and then revised and updated it
in 2009, believed the importance of unions has remained the same throughout time and
maybe more so now since “working men and women are more vulnerable to a host of
problems than they were in 1998” (Yates, 2009, p. 11). Yates explained these
vulnerabilities as the electronic revolution, which has allowed employers to move labor
to areas of the country and world that have lower wages and benefits. Displaced workers
from countries such as Mexico have come to United States leading to more competition
in the labor market. Especially under the second Bush administration, Yates (2009)
argued the nation has been increasingly under the thumb of corporations, spent an
abundance of money on war, and experienced the collapse of both the stock market
bubble in 2000 and the real estate bubble in 2007. It is due to these threats that the need
for labor representation in the workplace becomes more essential.
As discussed earlier, much of what has been studied regarding unions is whether
they increase the pay of their members which has been found to be overall true
particularly in the private sector. In the public sector blue collars workers see more of an
advantage than white collar/professional workers do. However, wages are never the
entire concern when discussing labor concerns. Corporations need to be concerned about
productivity and retention as well. High turnover always comes with a high price-tag for
training and recruitment. Also, undervalued employees often do not produce at the level
of those that feel valued would. Finally, there is the moral and ethical issue of whether it
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is acceptable for an owner and shareholders to make a high profit off the backs of the
laborers that are ensuring the product is manufactured in a high quality manner or even
produced at all.
Table 2
Union Versus Nonunion Wage Comparison
Union
wages

Nonunion
wages

Wage
Difference

March 2001

$18.36

$14.81

$3.55

March 2002

$19.33

$15.38

$3.95

March 2003

$19.95

$15.69

$4.26

March 2004

$20.32

$16.21

$4.11

March 2005

$20.76

$16.72

$4.04

March 2006

$21.24

$17.32

$3.92

March 2007

$21.92

$17.92

$4.00

March 2008

$22.46

$18.49

$3.97

March 2009

$22.76

$19.06

$3.70

March 2010

$22.90

$19.21

$3.69

March 2011

$23.02

$19.51

$3.51

Reference date

(Long, 2013, p. 12)
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Figure 2. (Long, 2013, p 20)

Table 1 and Figures 1 and 2 show the wage differences between union and
nonunion workers over the years, demonstrating that while there has been a consistent
benefit to union wages, the wage difference does vary from one year to the next. The
charts show the differential in wages from union to nonunion members in both the public
and private sector. While the differentials are quite similar in both sectors, it does show a
substantial higher wage in the public sector for service workers, with a much larger
variance with the four other categories showing almost identical results. One other
observation is that union managers in the public sector are compensated higher than
nonunion members, while this is not true in the private sector
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Also discussed in the review of Freeman and Medoff “One of the most consistent
findings in the industrial relations literature is that job satisfaction is lower among
unionized workers than nonunionized workers.” A second finding, paradoxical in light of
the first, is that union workers have lower turnover than nonunion workers. (Gordon &
Denisi, 1995)
The thought is that voice, given through union membership should lead to
individual job satisfaction yet voice is not an individual concept but rather the common
voice of the whole ensuring the increased wages and benefits that union members
receive. Freeman, Boxall, and Haynes (2007) compared this common voice from
employees in United States, Canada, the United Kingdom, Ireland, Australia, and New
Zealand. The authors pointed out that in the United States where there has been the
largest loss of union density of all Anglo nations, and there has been the least
development of “employee initiated staff associations, mandated work councils,
employer initiated committees” (Bennett & Kaufman, 2004, missing p.264 ). this lack of
new institutions to increase representation shows that the loss of union density has had a
negative effect on all of United States’ labor members’ voice. (Freeman et al., 2007) This
lack of perceived success among organizational voice as it shrinks despite higher wages
and benefits to nonunion counterparts could be a cause of individual job dissatisfaction
among union members.
Union workers’ increases wages increases retention, leads to higher productivity,
ensures stability during economic downturns, and provides wage equity for blue-collar
workers to white-collar workers. Also, research has consistently found that union workers
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are less satisfied than nonunion workers yet are less likely to leave their place of
employment. This contradiction also leads to further research questions: Are satisfaction
surveys measuring appropriately? Or are the research studies controlling for the
appropriate variables?
While Freeman and Madoff (1984) suggested the finding of lower satisfaction
may be caused by the discontent associated with union negotiations, Kaufman and
Bennett (2004) believed the finding may be a result of not looking at similar jobs and that
the union jobs may be less desirable than the jobs nonunion workers have or that union
membership limits the scope of work due to narrow definitions in union job descriptions
which do not allow employees enough variety. These concerns certainly lead to the need
for further research in order to assess whether true satisfaction is being measured or what
other factors affect retention if satisfaction is not one of them and if there are other
variables not yet identified that are affecting the satisfaction results. .
There is consensus throughout the literature that more research needs to be done
in the public sector. The questions regarding unions in the public sector are vast and the
lack of research complicates the direction to take in asking research questions. Lack of
research in the public sector complicates the ability to create a cohesive relevant lit
review. Most of what is written in the private sector addresses profit and market standing
which is not transferable to issues within the public sector. Research in the public sector
needs to focus more on productivity of employees. This can only be measured in
government programs where clear outcomes and objectives have been laid out or with a
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surrogate measure. One accepted surrogate measure which has been widely accepted is
employee engagement which will be expounded upon further later in this discussion.
While most discussion of unions surround their effect on labor and industry,
Edwards (2010) reviewed compensation in the public sector and concluded that “unions
have a broader effect on state finances than just pushing to increase employee
compensation because they also lobby to increase government spending in general, an
assumption made by others (DiSalvo, 2010; Greenhut, 2009; Moe 2011; Oahanian,
2011). Because union workers need government funding to stay employed and with their
lobby power in numbers, they lobby the government for unnecessary government
programs in order to maintain employment. This is an area unique to public sector unions
and could be a topic for further research, given the apparent interest and concern. The
research could assess whether those lobbying efforts are in fact self-serving to the labor
force they benefit or rather union members’ true belief that those government services
were necessary and should be publically funded.
As reiterated throughout this paper, there have been ongoing findings that union
employees are less satisfied than nonunion employees, yet are less likely to quit. In a
study of union participation, job satisfaction, and employee turnover, Iverson and
Currivan (2003) hypothesized that union participation is a more important variable than
union membership. They concluded future research should continue to assess union
involvement as a variable. “In conclusion, our results demonstrate that it may not be the
existence of unions in the workplace that is important but whether members participate in
union activities that is key to understanding the exit-voice paradox” (p. 105). There are

27
several theories for this: “A pro-union vote is determined primarily by job dissatisfaction
and a belief that the union will be able to improve one’s work life by ensuring higher
wages and benefits, job security and protection against arbitrary and unjust treatment”
(Hammer & Avgar, as cited in Bennett & Kaufman, 2004, p. 346). as well as “unions
tend to organize among workers who have unpleasant, unsafe and economically
unrewarding jobs, and who are therefore likely to vote the union in. Union status is thus a
rational response to the objective characteristics of the job (reverse causality) as
suggested by Freeman and Medoff (1984) (Hammer, Avgar in Bennett, Kaufman, 2007)
Kraft (1986), in a study conducted in an industrial company in Germany, found that quits
or exit had much more to do with work conditions than employee/job satisfaction leading
to the results of low satisfaction with low quits. Bender and Sloan (1998) investigated
this phenomenon in Britain. “Union workers’ relative dissatisfaction is in most cases
entirely ‘genuine’ and stems from poor industrial relations or from the unions forming
where satisfaction would be low anyway (p. 2). This study occurred completely in the
private labor sector and controlled for manual versus nonmanual positions. The theory
that unionization was caused by the innate dissatisfaction of the jobs which were
unionized most likely does not reflect the status of unions in the public sector.
Throughout the literature only one document addressed on any level the greater
good possibly formed by unions. Gunderson (2005), in his conclusion, stated:
Efficiency is not the only social welfare criteria for evaluating unions. In the
industrial relations literature, for example concepts like “industrial democracy,”
“social justice,” and “freedom of association” is important, and processes are
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often regarded as ends in themselves as evidenced by the importance attached to
concepts like “due process.” This is the case in the private as well as public sector
as evidenced by the emphasis on “social unionism” and ties to community and
other social activist groups as part of attempts to revive private sector unionism.
(p. 405)
Another unanswered question that remains throughout the research is the true
value of unions in the public sector as private sector research cannot translate to public
sector value. Private sector evaluation is able to evaluate cost versus income ,while public
sector value would need to be measured through either performance on clear outcome
measures or a surrogate measure for productivity.
The question of what areas new research should follow is examined further by
Bender and Sloane (1998):
A large number of studies have examined whether unions increase the pay of their
members. However, if we are to assess the full impact of trade unions a more
fundamental question is whether trade unions raise the utility of their members.
An increase in pay may force employers to take countervailing actions-reducing
employment, imposing stricter standards of supervision and timekeeping, or
paying bonuses for improved performance for example. It is possible, therefore
that the benefits of higher pay negotiated by the unions through collective
bargaining may be negated by the harsher regime that follows as employers
attempt to remain competitive. (p. 222)
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This could be even a larger issue in public sector unions where funds are a finite
amount and cannot be increased through increased revenues based on sales and marketing
or decreased profits.
Since productivity in the public sector cannot be tied to profit, the advantage of
employee voice becomes a much more important variable to measure. However while
voice has been tied to increased benefits and wages which the public sector has been
recipient of it has been difficult to correlate this to job satisfaction. It is also just assumed
in most cases that voice brings increased benefits. Artz (2009) did find “union voice is
part responsible for the redistribution of benefits towards the preferences of the average
union worker” (p. 327).
Without a profit margin and clear pre-determined outcomes/products, measuring
the effectiveness of unions in the public sector becomes more difficult. Traditional
questions regarding profitability and productivity become much harder to measure.
However, with the increased privatization of public sector services funded through
government appropriations there are currently more opportunities to explore new research
questions specifically formulated to look at the unique variables of public service. This
includes the ability to assess pay equity between like jobs as well as employee
engagement as a surrogate measure for productivity.
Benson and Brown (2010) argued that while
contemporary research findings contest the accepted wisdom in the industrial
relations literature that unions are the primary mechanism of employee voice
through their representative role [because] past research has failed to distinguish
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between employee perceptions of voice and the mechanisms that offer employees
the opportunity to express voice. . . . In one of the few voice studies using
employee data, Guest and Conway (2004) found that union membership was
negatively related to employee perceptions of voice although only for public
sector employees. (pp. 80-81, 83)
Benson and Brown (2010) looked at perception of voice on both the
organizational and work group level hypothesizing that “employees would perceive their
voice to be strongest at the work group level” (p. 90). They also hypothesized that
“organizational commitment would moderate the relationship between union membership
and employee perceptions of work group and organization voice … and that union
membership would be positively associated with employee perceptions of organizational
voice p (p. 92). All the research was completed within a public sector research
organization in Australia, where approximately 50% of the employees were union
employees.
The general conclusion that can be drawn from this research is that unions appear
to have some effect in reducing employees’ perceptions of voice but only at the
organizational level. . . . The results demonstrate an alternative way forward in
the development of the voice concept and the development of reliable measures of
employee perceptions of voice at the work group and the organizational level
have improved the measurement of voice used in earlier research. (Benson &
Brown, 2010, p. 95)
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The tool that was used in this research is similar to standardized employee engagement
surveys, which leads to the need for further research in this area in the United States. One
shortcoming of the study was that while education levels were used as control variables,
actual job positions were not.
It is theorized that collective bargaining is supported by work forces that are more
dissatisfied with their jobs. Gordon and Denisi (1995) built on this theory believing that
the work site itself was the main concern for job satisfaction and controlled for this by
surveying employees in the same work site who were either represented or not
represented by the union. The authors then found that union members did not have lower
satisfaction than non-union members. This research is somewhat flawed in that while
some persons at that work site were not represented all employees of the company would
have been receiving the benefits of collective bargaining.
Addison and Belfield (2004) argued that
The union voice model is deficient in under-emphasizing the bargaining problem,
in over-emphasizing worker dissatisfaction, in neglecting individual voice, and in
uncritically equating collective voice with autonomous unionism. . . . . Union
voice is not dead: It has some theoretical conviction, it has witnessed some
modest development, and it still manages to summon a modicum of empirical
support. But after a quarter of a century, it is in urgent need of restatement. (pp.
564, 590)
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This will need to be accomplished by union leaders among union membership and
could possibly counteract the individual job satisfaction within an environment that
allows for collective voice.
Hammer and Avgar (2005) accepted the notion that union members have lower
job satisfaction based on the literature yet have recommendations for further research to
better flush out where the dissatisfaction truly lands:
It should not be assumed that worker heterogeneity is random error. There are true
individual differences, beyond demographic characteristics, that cause attitudes
and behaviors. If research on the union effect on job satisfaction, or on
organizational commitment, it’s to progress, researchers must pay more attention
to the complex nature of these variables. Pure economic theories are too simple as
models of the causes and consequences of job attitudes. (p. 20)
It is difficult to find a study group that would alleviate many of the variable
concerns in measuring job satisfaction discussed in the literature. Concerns identified
include union activity/participation (Iverson & Cuffivan, 2003); actual job
responsibilities (Gordon & Densi, 1995); management requirements (Bender & Sloane
1998); work conditions (Kraft, 1986); manual vs. nonmanual positions (Bender & Sloane,
1998); quality of supervision, nature of job tasks, or working conditions; and that it could
also be caused by the narrow scope of job responsibilities defined by union rules which
could affect an employees’ ability for decision making and autonomy (Bennett &
Kaufman, 2004).
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It is with some of these concerns in mind that the model for this research has been
developed. Creating a study group comprising Head Start employees controls for many of
these variables. This is due to the prescriptive nature of Head Start requirements, which
include job qualifications and duties along with the unique administration of federal Head
Start dollars. These monies flow from national to local without a state pass through and
are distributed to a variety of public entities that include both union and nonunion
organizations. (A more in-depth description of this study group appears in the methods
section of this paper.) None of the research reviewed included a matched job sample that
includes identical duties for union vs. nonunion employees as well as a common mission.
This is an essential dynamic in assessing public workforce engagement for union
members, many people join the public workforce for the better good of all rather than the
salary and benefits that are often portrayed as too lavish for the type of work being
completed. Research in the public sector has also found the importance of employees
finding their work to be meaningful in order to positively affect outcomes, and that it is
necessary for public managers to both measure and nurture that meaningfulness.
(Tummers & Knies, 2013).
The idea of a mission driven work force should be included as a discussion in
employment satisfaction/engagement. With all Head Start’s operating from the same
mission, this is a variable that is controlled for in the study.
Employee Engagement
Forbes Magazine defines employee engagement as the emotional commitment the
employee has to the organization and its goals. This emotional commitment
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means engaged employees actually care about their work and their company.
They don’t work just for a paycheck, or just for the next promotion, but work on
behalf of the organization’s goals. When employees care—when they are
engaged—they use discretionary effort…. Engaged employees lead to better
business outcomes. In fact, according to Towers Perrin research companies with
engaged workers have 6% higher net profit margins, and according to Kenexa
research engaged companies have five times higher shareholder returns over five
years. . . . The ROI of engagement comes from what I call the Engagement-Profit
Chain Engaged Employees lead to… higher service, quality, and productivity,
which leads to…higher customer satisfaction, which leads to… increased sales
(repeat business and referrals), which leads to…higher levels of profit, which
leads to… higher shareholder returns (i.e., stock price) (Kruse, 2012, p. 1)
While the public sector is not looking for increased profits, there is certainly a
need to both measure and improve return on investment (ROI). Macey and Schneider
(2008) believed “the meaning of employee engagement is ambiguous among both
academic researchers and among practitioners who use it in conversations” (p. 1). While
they suggested research has fallen behind on the concept, it is clear that the human
resource development community including within the public sector has embraced the
concept as a meaningful measurement that aligns with increased productivity.
Estimates show that in recent employee engagement studies, employees who are
disengaged cost organizations approximately 35% of their payrolls.
Disengagement is purported to cost organizations US $343 billion annually,
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including US $65 billion of taxpayer dollars in the federal government alone.
(Rivera & Flinck, 2011, p. 479)
Assessing engagement among union vs. non-union public employees addresses
productivity and value concerns within a system that is not set up for profit. Since the
majority of work produced in the public sector is service oriented such as education and
social services areas where comparative outcome measures are hard to find or lack
reliability, it is essential to find surrogate measures for productivity.
The literature suggests that a direct relationship exists between employee
engagement and organizational performance (Heintzman & Marson, 2005) Although the
relationship is better understood in the private sector, initial research has helped inform
an agenda to advance the study of this crucial link in the public sector and more
specifically for the federal government (Heintzman & Marson, 2005). Further exploration
of the link between employee engagement and organizational performance in the public
sector would yield great benefits to the federal government, its employees, and its
citizens. (Rivera & Flink, 2013, p. 13).
Harter, in a 2002 meta-analysis of studies that included almost 8,000 employees,
concluded that employee engagement was
related to meaningful business outcomes at a magnitude that is important to many
organizations and that these correlations generalize across companies. . . .
Employee satisfaction and engagement are related to meaningful business
outcomes at a magnitude that is important to many organizations and that these
correlations generalize across companies. (p. 268)
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Research in the public sector has also found the importance of employees finding
their work to be meaningful in order to positively affect outcomes and that it is necessary
for public managers to both measure and nurture that meaningfulness (Tummers &
Knies, 2013)
Schaufeli and Bakker (2003) defined engagement as the “antipode of burnout. . . . Maslach and Leiter (1997) assume that engagement and burnout
constitute the opposite poles of a continuum of work related well-being, with
burnout representing the negative pole and engagement the positive pole. Because
Maslack and Leiter (1997) defined burnout in terms of exhaustion, cynicism and
reduced professional efficacy, it follows that engagement is characterized by
energy, involvement and efficacy. (p. 4)
Schaufell and Bakker (2003) defined burnout and work engagement as two
distinct concepts that need to be assessed independently. Since being burned out does not
prove engagement and being low on engagement does not prove the employee is
necessarily burned out. From their work, a tool was developed named the Work and Well
Being Survey (UWES), based on positive occupational psychology from the
Occupational Health Psychology Unite of Utrecht University in Finland. Schaufell and
Bakker found the tool to “be a sound measure of work engagement” (p.3 ). The Gallup
Corporation uses the UWES to measure employee engagement. This tool is free for use
for noncommercial scientific research and was used in this study.
Summary
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In reviewing the literature, I found a great need to further study all areas of union
function in the public sector. Findings are clear that union members are better
compensated than nonunion members. If one is to compensate at a higher rate than like
professions, it would be expected that an employer should be able to see a higher return
on investment. In the private sector this can be measured by actual profit, which
businesses hope will increase with a strong work force. Measuring ROI in the public
sector is not factored as easily. For the most part government service exists due to market
failure, so there should be no expectation of gaining profit. I used employee engagement
as a surrogate measure to assessing the ROI for union employees versus nonunion
employees. This is based on research that employee engagement can be used as a
surrogate measure for productivity.
The literature demonstrated that union members show less job satisfaction while
remaining on the job longer. While the job satisfaction question remains disturbing, there
were questions of whether the right tools to measure satisfaction were being used. Some
authors even questioned whether satisfaction was an appropriate measurement,
particularly since it determined only that they were less satisfied, not dissatisfied. No
research measured employee engagement specifically among union members.
While research on unions is lacking in general in the public sector, leading to a
further explorations of whether the findings of lower satisfaction are related to actual
membership in the union or other factors not previously addressed or controlled for. This
includes similar job responsibilities, internal motivation based on the mission of the
organization, management requirements, and work environments.
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It should not be assumed that worker heterogeneity is random error. There are true
individual differences, beyond demographic characteristics, that cause attitudes
and behaviors. If research on the union effect on job satisfaction, or on
organizational commitment, it’s to progress, researchers must pay more attention
to the complex nature of these variables. Pure economic theories are too simple as
models of the causes and consequences of job attitudes. (Hammer & Avgar, 2005,
p. 20)
In building upon previous findings with a focus on public sector unions, I used a
standardized tool to measure employee engagement among union members analyzing
these variables as well as well as controlling for age, and length of service, and salary,
which have been found to affect job satisfaction in previous studies in the private sector.
Although employee engagement and employee satisfaction are not synonymous, I
used engagement as the measurement because past research suggests it is a surrogate for
productivity in public sector jobs, and thus a more useful measurement than tools that
only look at satisfaction. (Heintzman & Marson, 2005) . (Rivera and Flink, 2013, p.13
(4))
“It is not entirely clear when the term ‘engagement’ was first used in relation to
work, but generally the Gallup Organization is credited for coining the term somewhere
in the 1990s” (Schaufeli, 2013, p.2 ). As a newer measurement from the satisfaction
measure used in previous research, in this study it serves as a more current measure with
greater importance to the employee in making decisions regarding workplace conditions.
It can be surmised that employees who are engaged are satisfied, even though it is a
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different measure. Thus, not only does this research provide a more up-to-date surrogate
measure for satisfaction; it also provides a baseline for union participation and
engagement since prior research found has only focused on satisfaction.
The questions this dissertation addresses follow.


Does union membership in public sector/social service jobs affect employee
engagement?



Does a person’s job affect employee engagement in the public sector?
CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

As discussed in the literature review, an abundance of research in the private
sector and a spattering in the public sector has demonstrated that union membership
decreases employee satisfaction, which also affects employee engagement. There is also
a lack of research on public sector unions, despite their growth and the decline of trade
unions in the private sector. As reported in the popular press, public sector unions have
been widely portrayed in negative terms based on perceptions of public sector job
performance and return on investment for government dollars spent.
Past research has suggested poor employee satisfaction among union workers,
which leads to the need for further research that addresses these concerns. (Hammer &
Avgar, 2005). These concerns have included actual job responsibilities (Gordon & Densi,
1995); management requirements, (Bender & Sloane 1998); work conditions (Kraft,
1986); manual versus nonmanual positions (Bender & Sloane, 1998); and quality of
supervision, nature of job tasks, or working conditions. Another cause may be the narrow
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scope of job responsibilities defined by union rules, which could affect an employees’
ability for decision making and autonomy (Bennett & Kaufman, 2004).
Past research also suggests that higher b e indicated by higher retention(Gordon &
Denisi, 1995), increased voice (Artz, 2009; Benson & Brown, 2010), and, in the public
sector, a common mission(Tummers & Knies, 2013).
Null Hypotheses
There is no difference in employee engagement between union and nonunion
members in a social service/public service setting.
There is no difference of employee engagement of union or nonunion members
working in like jobs in the social service/public work sector.
Research Group
Head Start is a federally funded program that has been in existence since the
Johnson administration’s war on poverty. Funding is distributed from federal to the local
level with no state pass through. There are more than 2,000 Head Start programs in the
nation, funded most recently with an $8.6 billion federal appropriation. In Minnesota
there are 27 regional and 11 tribal Head Start programs, which receive additional state
appropriations and are administered in many configurations including private nonprofits,
Community Action Agencies, and school districts. Federal funding is awarded under
prescriptive guidelines that include requirements for job qualifications as well as strict
performance standards that must be met by each recipient. Because of these requirements,
the daily tasks and responsibilities of the employees vary only to a small degree. Of the
27 Minnesota Head Starts, five are union shops. Of the two largest programs in urban
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areas, one is union and the other is not. The remaining programs are rural. By conducting
research among this population, I was able to control for dissatisfaction based on job
responsibilities by job class and mission. This research is generalizable across the country
for the more than 2,000 Head Start programs and 100,000 employees. In addition, the
results were intended to be generalizable for public employees who are providing human
services. These workers operate under similar prescriptive expectations for job
performance and receive innate satisfaction in providing public service and meeting their
mission.
Surveys were originally to be collected from three union and three nonunion Head
Start programs. A fourth nonunion program was added to have a comparable sample size,
to represent approximately 600 workers. The survey was sent out through SurveyMonkey
from an unidentifiable email address. Directors of each program distributed the survey
link to their staff with instructions stating that a Hamline University student was
conducting this research to assess employment engagement in publically funded
programs, using Head Start as an example. One program distributed hard copies, and staff
from my own Head Start program received the email link to the SurveyMonkey
questionnaire through the agency’s training center to ensure staff were unaware of where
the survey originated. The question of whether an employee was in a union was not
asked; this variable was determined by the employee identifying which program he or she
worked for, as those that are union are completely unionized.
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I provided each Head Start director with an analysis of employee engagement for
his or her program. This simple analysis averaged scores and came with no guidance for
further study or intervention.
Data Collection Instruments
The “Work and Well Being Survey,” taken from the Utrecht Work Engagement
Scale Preliminary Manual (2003), was used. The Gallup Organization conducted ongoing study of the American workplace in both private and public workplace analysis
from 2010 through 2012 and used this tool for their engagement results (Gallup, 2013).
Gallup provided me with a link to the manual. The tool has been validated to measure the
three aspects of engagement: vigor, burnout, and dedication. It has been validated for
factorial validity, inter correlations, cross-national invariance, internal consistency, and
stability (Schaufeli a& Bakker, pp. 7-8, 2003; Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006). See
Appendix A for the full survey.
The following information was collected as well.


Agency (to determine whether a respondent was a union member).



Job title, from a drop-down list, including head teacher, assistant teacher,

driver, family advocate.


Age.



Years of service.
Analysis

Survey results were analyzed as a total score assessed as Very High, High,
Average, Low, and Very Low with regard to employee engagement. Simple t tests were
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run comparing the demographic variables to the engagement results, followed by a
regression analysis to determine the weight of each factor in its relation to employee
engagement. The statistics for this research were provided by D. Fitzpatrick, who
conducted the statistical testing under my direction but provided none of the analysis.
This study was designed to answer the questions regarding employment
satisfaction/engagement among union workers, and address some of the concerns
discussed in prior research. By conducting research in both publically funded union and
nonunion environments that provide the same service factors, such as scope of work, I
was able to control the work environment and mission. Given the similarities in work
requirements, levels of employee engagement might be the same. Because, however, the
Office of Head Start does not set salaries or benefits, these were controlled for, as was
length of service and age, which have previously been found to affect job satisfaction.
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CHAPTER 4: RESEARCH FINDINGS
There was a significant difference between union and nonunion members’
engagement under the age of 35. Union members under the age of 35 were less engaged
than their age peers in nonunion programs.
There was no significant difference in engagement between union members over
the age of 35 compared to nonunion members. There was also no significant difference in
engagement between union and nonunion members based on job category.
Data Collection Methods
A SurveyMonkey link to the Work and Well Being Survey was emailed to six
Head Start programs. A seventh program received the surveys in hard copy. Three of the
programs were union and four were nonunion. At six programs the link was emailed from
the Head Start director to all Head Start staff. One program distributed the hard copy
surveys to each employee’s box and left an envelope to deposit them in order to remain
anonymous. The sixth program was my own program, and those staff received the
SurveyMonkey link from the agency’s training and technology email address in order for
the author to remain unknown.
Union programs included Community Action Partnership of Ramsey and
Washington counties, Lakes and Pines Community Action Council, and Tri County
Community Action. The nonunion programs included Anoka Community Action
Program, Three Rivers Community Action, SEMCAC, and West Central Minnesota
Community Action. Originally, three nonunion programs were identified. When it was
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time to distribute the survey a large nonunion program did not participate; thus, that
program was replaced with two smaller nonunion programs.
The total number of staff in the nonunion programs is approximately 249, and the
total number of staff in the union programs is approximately 312. The return rate for
Union Staff was 28%, which was much lower than the nonunion staff return rate of 46%.
Surveys were received from 115 nonunion members and 88 union members. Thirty-five
managers responded and were removed from the analysis, as they were not union
members but had received the survey through their all-staff email distribution. Managers
in the program that received surveys in hard copy did not participate in the survey,
another reason to take all managers out of the analysis sample. Two surveys were
incomplete and excluded in the analysis as well.
Table 4 shows the response rate for each program surveyed,.
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Table 4
Response Rate

Union

CAPRW
Lakes and Pines
TCC

Total

Number of
Staff
198
54
60

Returned
surveys

Return
rate
60
11
17

30
20
28

312

88

28%

106
38
60
45

38
22
34
21

36
58
57
47

249

115

46%

Non-union
ACAP
Three Rivers
West Central
SMCAC
Total

It may be interesting to conduct future research looking at managers’ engagement
in union vs. nonunion settings, as there is an extra burden of supervision in union settings
that may affect this job group’s engagement. The next largest group of staff that
responded were family advocates followed by, clerical staff, health staff, nutrition staff,
and drivers, all at fairly low numbers. (Head Start does not require all programs to
provide transportation.)
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Table 5 demonstrates the response rate by job category of respondents. The
majority of 58% of respondents were either teachers or teacher assistants.
Table 5
Response Rate by Job Category
Teacher or Assistant Teacher

57.69%

Driver

1.44%

3

Family Advocate

13.46%

28

Manager

18.27%

38

Clerical

5.29%

11

Nutrition

0.48%

1

Health

3.37%

7

Total

208

120

208

Table 6 shows response by education level.

The final table looking at response is Table 7 by age. The age categories of 25-34,
35-44, 45 to 54 and 55 to 64 are very evenly distributed, showing a diverse age response
rate.

Table 6
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Response by Education Level
Less than High School

0.00%

0

Graduated from high school

5.29%

11

1 year of college

5.29%

11

2 years of college

7.69%

16

2 years of college with degree

28

3 years of college

13.46
%
6.25%

Graduated from college 4 year
degree

47.60
%

99

Some graduate school

4.33%

9

Completed graduate school

10.10
%

21

Total

208

13

208

Table 7
Response by Age
18 to 24

3.85%

8

25 to 34

20.19%

42

35 to 44

25.96%

54

45 to 54

20.67%

43

55 to 64

25.96%

54

65 to 74

3.37%

7

75 or older 0.00%

0

Total

208

208

Table 8 shows the final sample of survey participants that was analyzed for
results.
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table 8
Summary of Characteristics of the Sample (N = 165)
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Three of the originally identified independent variables were not collected. This
included gender, involvement in union activities, and rural or urban service area. Gender
was not included because the vast majority of possible respondents were women. Union
activities were not included because it would have been too difficult to quantify without
an interview. Urban and rural were not assessed, as only one urban program participated.
Benefits were not included as originally planned as well, after discussion with other Head
Start directors and the realization that they were too diverse and complex to differentiate.
Appendix B. show the response percentages for all respondents on the
survey questions. Schafeli, Wilmar, and Bakker (2003) wrote the following:
Those who score high on vigor usually have much energy, zest and stamina
when working, whereas those who score low on vigor have less energy, zest and
stamina as far as their work is concerned….
Those who score high on dedication strongly identify with their work
because it is experienced as meaningful, inspiring, and challenging. Besides,
they usually feel enthusiastic and proud about their work. Those who score low
do not identify with their work because they do not experience it to be
meaningful, inspiring, or challenging; moreover, they feel neither enthusiastic
nor proud about their work… Those who score high on absorption feel that
they usually are happily engrossed in their work, they feel immersed by their
work and have difficulties detaching from it because it carries them away. As a
consequence, everything else around is forgotten and time seems to fly.
Those who score low on absorption do not feel engrossed or immersed in
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their work, they do neither have difficulties detaching from it, nor do they
forget everything around them, including time.
Data Analysis Methods
As recommended by the Utrecht manual, t tests were conducted to examine the
mean score in each of the three areas, as well as overall, and measure the difference
between union and nonunion average scores. Prior to the t test an F test was conducted to
assess variance; equal variance t tests were run. In addition, a multiple regression analysis
was completed to determine whether any other significant variables would influence the
original results as well as to look at the research question of job title as a significant
factor.
Results of the t tests showed a significant difference between union and nonunion
members and their level of satisfaction, with union members being less satisfied than
nonunion members.
The analysis showed three variables had a significant influence on employee
engagement: union affiliation, age, and tenure. Further testing with age was conducted in
randomized trial t tests, removing each age category from the t test analysis, to determine
the significance of union versus nonunion engagement. There were significant results for
age but not for tenure.

Issues of Trustworthiness
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The survey was conducted anonymously using SurveyMonkey in all but one site.
Participants had the option of including an email address in order to be eligible for an
incentive of a $50.00 gift certificate. These emails were not included in any of the data
sets to avoid identification. The email addresses were reviewed only by D. Fitzpatrick,
who conducted the data analysis. She chose two email addresses using a randomizer
program and sent those addresses to me with no link to data.
To ensure that my role as a director at one of the research sites had no influence
on results, the survey for that site was distributed through the agency’s training web site,
as were subsequent reminders for completion.
The one site that used paper surveys received instructions to place them in a large
envelope, which would preclude the chance of knowing who completed which survey.
Rationale for Research Approach
The “Work and Well Being Survey” was used to measure employee engagement.
This provides the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale, a validated tool free for
noncommercial scientific research (Schafeli, Wilmar, & Bakker, 2003). This is a popular
employee engagement tool recommended by the Gallup Organization (personal
communication, May 2014), given its availability for scientific research.
The tool defines three areas of engagement for analysis: vigor, dedication, and
absorption. Questions in the survey belong in one category, but these categories are not
defined or grouped on the survey and are thus unknown to the survey participant. The
questions sorted by category with the response results for all takers is seen in Figures 218
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Limitations and Delimitations
Only one urban Head Start program participated, the union shop. There are only
two designated urban areas in the state of Minnesota, and the other urban program, a
nonunion shop, chose not to participate for unknown reasons. The remaining two union
programs and four nonunion programs are all considered rural. Given this limitation,
results may not be generalizable to other urban areas.
In addition, a larger percentage of nonunion staff participated. It is possible that
the lack of participation could be a surrogate measure for engagement and may have led
to even greater variance if more union members had responded.
Findings
There was a significant difference between union and nonunion members’
engagement under the age of 35. Union members under that age of 35 were less engaged
than their age peers in nonunion programs.
There was no significant difference in engagement between union members over
the age of 35 compared to nonunion members. There was also no significant difference in
engagement between union and nonunion members based on job category.
Initial testing was t tests, which were conducted based on the first research question and
null hypothesis: Does union membership in public sector/social service jobs affect
employee engagement? With the null hypothesis: There is no difference of employee
engagement of union or nonunion members working in like jobs in the social
service/public work sector.
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While the hypothesis only addressed overall engagement, analysis was completed
in each engagement dimension as well. For overall engagement as well as in each
dimension the t value was significant in the direction that union members were less
engaged in all dimensions than nonunion members.
Nonunion overall (M = 4.41, SD = .66) had significantly higher levels of
engagement than union members (M = 4.12, SD = .64) t(163) = 2.81, p < .001. The
same significant results were seen in each dimension.

Table 9
T tests Union and Engagement

Muliple regression analysis was then used to test to see if other independent
variables, including union affiliation, were affecting the difference between union and
nonunion engagement with the engagement measurement as the dependent variable. This
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regression also analyzed the second hypothesis, which addressed different level of
engagement for like job categories.
The results of the regression indicated that the five variables studied explained
11% of the variance (R2 = .11) It was found that union, age and tenure all predicted
engagement, with age showing the highest level of significance. This was consistent in
each dimension except for dedication where only union affiliation had a significant result.
In each area, age appeared to have the greatest significance in defining the
difference between engagement and less engagement.
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Table 10
Multi-Regression Analysis

Dimensiton
Employee
engagement

Variable
Union
Job Title
Education
Age
Tenure

Beta
-0.306
0.02
0.018
0.152
-0.066

SE B
0.105
0.025
0.029
0.058
0.032

p
0.004 *
0.416
0.53
0.002 *
0.039

Vigor

Union
Job Title
Education
Age
Tenure

-0.319
0.007
0
0.188
-0.098

0.121
0.0029
0.233
0.055
0.037

0.009 *
0.799
0.991
0.001 **
0.008 *

Dedication

Union
Job Title
Education
Age
Tenure

-0.23
0.014
0.0183
0.082
-0.04

0.129
0.031
0.036
0.059
0.039

0.046 *
0.645
0.71
0.164
0.307

Absorption

Union
Job Title
Education
Age
Tenure

-0.332
0.039
0.041
0.174
-0.057

0.111
0.027
0.031
0.051
0.034

0.003 *
0.148
0.184
0.001 **
0.096

* = p ≤ 0.05
** = p ≤ 0.001
This analysis also demonstrated that there was no difference in level of engagement
based on job title or level of education.
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The effects of job title and education was not significant with significance .416
and .53. A main effect was found for engagement in union affiliation, age and tenure
again (see Table 12 for means)

Table 11
ANOVA

ANOVA
Regression

df
Union
Job title
Education
Age
Tenure

SS
5
1
1
1
1
1

MS
7.866
3.388
0.045
0.212
2.432
1.789

F
1.573
3.482
0.273
0.163
4.151
1.789

Significance F
3.822
0.002 *
8.462
0.004 *
0.664
0.416
0.396
0.53
10.085
0.001 **
4.346
0.039 *

* = p ≤ 0.05
** = p ≤ 0.001

Table 11 shows the ANOVA conducted to look at the effects of union, job title,
education, age and tenure on mean employee satisfaction scores. There was a significant
effect by union membership F = .004 and tenure F = .039, p <0.05, and age having the
highest level of significance with an F =.001, p <.001.
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Table 12
Means of Variables
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Due to the high significance of age on the results, further t testing was conducted
to understand the effects age had on engagement as having the highest significance on
effect of all variables. In order to then determine what the effect of age has on the results
random trails of t tests were conducted by removing each age group and analyzing the
results of union vs. nonunion engagement. When the youngest two age categories, 18 to
24 and 25 to 34 year of age, were removed from the t test analysis, there was no longer a
significant difference between employee engagement among union versus nonunion
members. However, among the two younger age categories, the difference between union
and nonunion members’ engagement was highly significant. The results of this testing
can be seen in Table 13.
Table 13
t-Test Results by Age Category

Overall
* p < .05
** p < .01

Overall
* p < .05
** p < .01

Results of t-tests
Non - Union
M
SD
4.4
0.47

Results of t-tests
Non - Union
M
SD
4.43
0.36

n
69

Without age group 1&2 (35 and older)
Union
M
SD
n
4.22
0.4
50

t
1.44

df
117

n
24

Only age group 1&2 (34 and younger)
Union
M
SD
n
3.89
0.37
22

t
3.05**

df
44
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Analysis and Synthesis
This research paper was undertaken to determine whether union membership in
public sector/social service jobs affects employee engagement. As stated earlier, the topic
was addressed because of the abundance of research in the private sector and a spattering
in the public sector finding that union membership decreases employee satisfaction,
despite a relative larger growth in public sector unions.
The research also suggests shortcoming in past research regarding employee
satisfaction, which led to the need for further study that addresses these concerns.
(Hammer & Avgar, 2005) Concerns identified included actual job responsibilities
(Gordon & Densi, 1995) management requirements (Bender & Sloane, 1998) work
conditions (Kraft, 1986), manual versus nonmanual positions (Bender & Sloane, 1998)
quality of supervision, nature of job tasks, or working conditions. Another cause could be
the narrow scope of job responsibilities defined by union rules, which could affect
employees’ ability for decision making and autonomy (Bennett & Kaufman, 2004).
Past research also suggests union members have higher retention(Gordon &
Denisi, 1995), increased voice (Artz, 2010; Benson & Brown, 2010), and, in the public
sector, a common mission (Tummers & Knies, 2013).
I attempted to control for some of those concerns by examining like jobs within a
mission-driven organization, Head Start. In addition, I used a standardized tool that
measures employee engagement rather than satisfaction, which, while similar, is the more
common human resources measurement in recent years.
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Preliminary analysis of union versus nonunion employee engagement found that
union members were less engaged than nonunion members. This was established through
t tests as recommended by the guide for Utrecht’s engagement tool. This finding
replicates previous studies in the area of employee satisfaction. However, a multiple
variable regression found that age and tenure were significant as well, with age showing a
lower probability of happening by chance than tenure or union membership for lack of
engagement among union members. Further testing showed respondents above the age of
35 showed no significant difference for engagement between union and nonunion
members, while those between 18 and 34 showed a significantly lower level of
engagement.
These results suggest union employees under the age of 35 have significantly
lower levels of engagement than nonunion employees. Union employees 35 years and
older have the same level of engagement as their nonunion age peers. Although past
research has found union employees to be less engaged or satisfied than nonunion
employees, there was no mention of this difference by age in any past study found. This
finding contradicts previous results regarding union membership and satisfaction. These
results should be interpreted in another light: Tenure, which is also tied to age, showed
significant effects in the multiple regression analysis; it did not have the same effect
when analyzed independently.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS
This study was designed to build upon previous research by assessing individuals
with like jobs in a mission-driven, publically funded organization. While little relevant
research has been conducted in the public sector, there appears to be a significant
difference in employee satisfaction between union and nonunion members, with union
members demonstrating a lower level of satisfaction.
The results of this study demonstrated a significant difference in employee
engagement between union and nonunion members, as has been seen with satisfaction in
most previous studies. However, this difference was seen only for those persons under
the age of 35. As past research has not focused on the public sector or looked at missiondriven work environments, this study builds a new cohort. those over the age of 35. It
thus does not replicate studies that do not factor in these constructs. It is not known if any
of the past research found a similar difference of level of satisfaction by age. Union
members are not necessarily not engaged, but they may be less engaged, as Freeman and
Medoff (1984) pointed out.
The current research was designed to address concerns raised by Hammer and
Avgar (as cited in Bennett & Kaufman, 2007):
A pro-union vote is determined primarily by job dissatisfaction and a belief that
the union will be able to improve one’s work life by ensuring higher wages and
benefits, job security and protection against arbitrary and unjust . . . Unions tend
to organize among workers who have unpleasant, unsafe and economically
unrewarding jobs, and who are therefore likely to vote the union in. Union status
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is thus a rational response to the objective characteristics of the job (reverse
causality) as suggested by Freeman and Medoff (1984). (Hammer & Avgar, as
cited in Bennett & Kaufman, 2007).
Kraft, in a 1986 study conducted in an industrial company in Germany, found
that quits or exit had much more to do with work conditions than employee/job
satisfaction, leading to the results of low satisfaction with low quits. Bender and Sloan
(1998) investigated this phenomenon in their 1998 study in Britain. “They conclude that
union workers’ relative dissatisfaction is in most cases entirely “genuine” and stems from
poor industrial relations or from the unions forming where satisfaction would be low
anyway” (p. 2).
As stated earlier, Hammer and Avgar (2005) accepted the notion that union
members have lower job satisfaction. The authors recommended additional research to
better flush out where the dissatisfaction truly lands.
It should not be assumed that worker heterogeneity is random error. There are true
individual differences, beyond demographic characteristics, that cause attitudes
and behaviors. If research on the union effect on job satisfaction, or on
organizational commitment, it’s to progress, researchers must pay more attention
to the complex nature of these variables. Pure economic theories are too simple as
models of the causes and consequences of job attitudes. (Hammer & Avgar, 2005)
Given the results in the current research that age effects engagement, it would
appear that this concern has merit.
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The present research established a sample of employees who met certain job
variables that have been difficult to measure. Concerns identified included actual job
responsibilities (Gordon & Densi, 1995); management requirements (Bender & Sloane
1998); working conditions (Kraft, 1986); manual versus nonmanual positions (Bender &
Sloane, 1998) quality of supervision, nature of job tasks, or working conditions, and that
it could also be caused by the narrow scope of job responsibilities defined by union rules
which could affect an employees’ ability for decision making and autonomy (Bennett &
Kaufman, 2004).
The Head Start sample addresses some of these issues due to the prescriptive
nature of Head Start services by the federal government. While there is variation from
one program to another, for the most part working conditions and job scopes are almost
identical. The study also attempted to investigate manual versus nonmanual labor by
including drivers. However, Head Start drivers are often as passionate about serving
children as the teachers in the program and may not be a good representation of manual
labor.
In conclusion, union members were less engaged than their nonunion counterparts
in a mission-driven organization with comparable job responsibilities and expectations.
This difference was eliminated when persons under the age of 35 were taken out of the
sample. Tenure was also found to be a significant variable affecting employee
engagement between union and nonunion members; however, it did not have the same
overall impact as age and was found to have less significance.
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These results provide a clear direction in future research when looking at age and
tenure. It is also necessary to understand why union members show lower levels of
satisfaction and engagement while having much higher retention than nonunion
members.
While at first glance the age difference in engagement would suggest that those
who have worked in a union environment longer have had longer access to the benefits of
union labor such as seniority and voice, the results about tenure raise questions. Since
tenure was found to be significant in the regression analysis, this is certainly an area for
further review.
However, since age is much more of the determining factors, there may be
benefits outside of tenure. Possibilities of age specific concerns include not living in a
time when unions were common place throughout the workforce, not being as
comfortable with established bureaucracies developed by the unions both within the
union itself as well as those created by the workplace to address union demands and
contracts, and, finally the perception at whatever year of tenure that older staff do in fact
have seniority and longer tenure even if they do not.
As has been previously stated, , the literature suggests that despite union workers
being less likely to exit, “union workers often report themselves less satisfied with their
job than nonunion workers. Unionists’ are especially dissatisfied with their work
conditions and their relations with supervisors” (Freeman & Medoff, 1984). In looking at
other categories of workers, older workers, higher educated, higher earners an non-White
workers, those satisfied are more likely to stay and those less satisfied are more likely to
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quit. Only in the category of unionism are those less satisfied less likely to quit (Freeman
& Medoff, 1984, p. 138).
The current research contradicts those statements, with older workers having no
difference in engagement than younger workers.
This study provides direction for future research in continuing to look at age and
tenure among matched jobs in both future research as well as among existing data sets. It
also can give practical direction to both unions and managers of union organizations. It
appears that it would be in the best interest of unions to engage younger members even
though this study did not address concerns with union membership. However, less
engaged workers could be less engaged union members as well.
The results suggest managers in union organizations should focus employee
engagement activities among younger employees.
Estimates show that in recent employee engagement studies, employees who are
disengaged cost organizations approximately 35% of their payrolls.
Disengagement is purported to cost organizations US $343 billion annually,
including US $65 billion of taxpayer dollars in the federal government alone.
(Rivera & Flinck, 2011)
One final consideration is whether persons under 35 may have a negative view of
unions in general. Does working in a union environment lead to lack of engagement just
by the nature of their opinions regarding unions? It may be coincidence but as stated
earlier in the paper, one of the most important moments in public union history is the
story of PATCO. On August 3, 1981, “over twelve thousand air traffic controllers, three
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quarters of the workforce of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), had walked off
their jobs” (McCartin, 2011, p. 5) This action defied the laws that kept public union
members from striking set during the Kennedy administration. McCartin (2011)
explained how and why PATCO formed, how they became so organized, and how
Reagan’s actions went on to change how the public viewed unions which provided public
service.
Prior to that event, working in a union environment meant security and higher
wages. Those persons over 35 were brought up with that notion, while those under 35
may not see the union as a stabilizing force. In addition there have been few studies in the
area of union operations which may be why more dated studies did not see this evidence.
Future research should be done in the general public as well to assess attitudes about
unions at different age groups.
Final Thoughts
The history of unions is fascinating. While this research focused on employee
engagement within union versus nonunion public sector environments, many other issues
came to light during the literature review. The largest concern was discovering the
overwhelming lack of research that has been done within public unions, and how much
negative rhetoric exists without basis in fact. Finally, what came to light the most was the
lack of regard for quality of work life both in research and in the rhetoric. It has been an
ongoing concern that union workers are less satisfied or engaged than nonunion workers,
and that this measure could lead to the conclusion that union workers’ quality of work
life it not better. However, the amount of research that shows increased wages, benefits,
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voice, and tenure would appear to counteract that opinion. Those facts combined with the
research showing that union members are less engaged/satisfied but are not dissatisfied or
unengaged would lead one to believe that quality of work is still higher for union versus
nonunion workers, and that this should be of value to those making decisions regarding
labor situations.
Past researchers have asked why union members be less satisfied if unions
provide voice. It may be that the only people the unions do provide voice to or that
perceive they have voice are older members. This could be due to the benefits that come
with seniority or to the difference in perception of unions between younger and older
persons.
There are practical implications to the findings of this research. For management
it means that in order to improve engagement of employees in a union environment who
are younger, different avenues for voice may need to be developed.
It is more important for the unions themselves. If engagement is tied to seniority,
unions will also need to find mechanisms to engage their younger members. If, however,
this is tied to the age cohort, the unions may have a larger issue in promoting the benefits
of unions to a younger group of employees (and cohort which will continue to age up)
who have not grown up in a time where the benefits of the union in public opinion have
been made apparent. Indeed, politicians and the press have little supported the benefit of
union membership. This could lead to a weakening of union support in the public sector
as the group of members who do not see the benefit grows.
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APPENDIX A: EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT SURVEY

1. At my work I feel that I am bursting with energy.
2. I find that work that I do full of meaning and purpose.
3. Time flies when I’m working.
4. At my job I feel strong and vigorous.
5. I am enthusiastic about my job.
6. When I am working I forget everything else around me.
7. My job inspires me.
8. When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work.
9. I feel happy when I am working intensely.
10. I am proud of the work that I do.
11. I am immersed in my work.
12. I can continue working for very long periods of time.
13. To me, my job is challenging.
14. I get carried away when I’m working.
15. At my job, I am very resilient mentally.
16. It is difficult to detach myself from my job.
17. At my work I always persevere, even when things do not go well.
These questions are scored as follows:
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Almost
Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Very
Often

Always

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

Never

A few
times a
year or
less

Once a
month or
less

A few
times a
month

Once a
week

A few
times a
week

Every day
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY RESULS BY QUESTION

1.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1.At work I am bursting with
energy.

Never
0.00%
0

Almost Never
1.92%
4

Rarely

Sometimes

4.33%
9

32.69%
68

Often
26.44%
55

Very Often
29.33%
61

Always
5.29%
11

Total

208

2.

2. At my job I feel strong and
vigourous.

Never
0.00%
0

Almost Never
2.88%
6

Rarely
1.92%
4

Sometimes
25.96%
54

3.

3. When I get up in the morning, I
feel like going to work.

Often
35.58%
74

Very Often
26.44%
55

Always
7.21%
15

Total

208
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Never

Almost Never

1.44%
3

0.96%
2

Rarely
4.81%
10

Sometimes
17.79%
37

Often
30.29%
63

Very Often
35.58%
74

Always
9.13%
19

Total

208

4.

4. I can continue to work for very long
periods of time.

Never

Almost Never

0.00%
0

0.00%
0

Rarely
2.40%
5

Sometimes
12.98%
27

Often
26.44%
55

Very Often
40.87%
85

Always
17.31%
36

Total

208

5.
5. At my job I am resilient mentally.

Never

Almost Never

0.48%
1

0.48%
1

Rarely
2.88%
6

Sometimes
25.96%
54

Often
32.21%
67

Very Often
32.69%
68

Always
5.29%
11

Total

208

6.
6. At my work I always persevere, even
when things do not go well.

Never

Almost Never

0.00%
0

0.48%
1

Rarely
0.96%
2

Sometimes
13.46%
28

Often
28.37%
59

Very Often
39.90%
83

Always
16.83%
35

Total

208

Dedication was assessed by five items that refer to deriving a sense of
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significance from one’s work, feeling enthusiastic and proud about one’s job, and
feeling inspired and challenged by it.

1

1.

2

1.

Never

2.

Rarely

0.00%
0

1

4

5

6

7

I find the work that I do full of
meaning and purpose.

Almost Never

0.00%
0

3

2

Sometimes

0.96%
2

3

Often

8.17%
17

4

5

Very Often

22.12%
46

6

35.58%
74

Always
33.17%
69

Total

208

7

2. I am enthusiastic about my job.

Never

Almost Never

0.00%
0

3.

Rarely

0.48%
1

1

2

Sometimes

0.48%
1

3

3. My job inspires me.

Often

13.46%
28

4

5

Very Often

20.67%
43

6

43.75%
91

7

Always
21.15%
44

Total

208
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Never
0.48%
1

Almost Never

1

Rarely

0.48%
1

2

1.44%
3

3

Sometimes

4

Often

17.79%
37

5

25.96%
54

6

Very Often

7

33.65%
70

Always
20.19%
42

Total

208

4.
4. I am proud of the work I do.

Never

Almost Never

0.00%
0

0.00%
0

1

5.

Rarely

2

Sometimes

0.00%
0

3

Often

3.85%
8

4

5

Very Often

15.87%
33

6

34.62%
72

Always
45.67%
95

Total

208

7

5. To me my job is challenging.

Never
0.48%
1

Almost Never
0.96%
2

Rarely
2.88%
6

Sometimes
21.63%
45

Often
25.96%
54

Very Often
31.25%
65

Always
16.83%
35

Total

208

Absorption is measured by six items that refer to being totally and happily
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immersed in one’s work and having difficulties detaching oneself from it so that time
passes quickly and one forgets everything else that is around.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1.

1.

Never
0.48%
1

2.

Time flies when I’m working.

Almost Never

Rarely

0.48%
1

1

Sometimes

1.44%
3

2

Often

16.35%
34

3

4

Very Often

25.48%
53

5

6

29.81%
62

Always
25.96%
54

Total

208

7

2. When I am working I
forget everything else
around me.

Never
1.92%
4

Almost Never
4.33%
9

Rarely
14.90%
31

Sometimes
24.52%
51

Often
25.00%
52

Very Often
26.44%
55

Always
2.88%
6

Total

208
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3.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

3. I feel happy when I am working
intensely.

Never

Almost Never

0.00%
0

4.

Rarely

0.48%
1

1

Sometimes

1.44%
3

2

3

Often

12.98%
27

4

Very Often

28.85%
60

5

6

41.35%
86

Always
14.90%
31

Total

208

7

4. I am immersed in my work.

Never
0.00%
0

5.

Almost Never

Rarely

0.48%
1

1

Sometimes

0.48%
1

2

Often

10.58%
22

3

4

Very Often

28.37%
59

5

6

41.35%
86

Always
18.75%
39

Total

208

7

5. I get carried away when
I’m working.

Never
1.92%
4

Almost Never
0.96%
2

Rarely

Sometimes

12.98%
27

6.

5. I get carried away when
I’m working.

40.38%
84

Often
20.67%
43

Very Often
20.67%
43

Always
2.40%
5

Total

208

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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6. It is difficult to detach
myself form my job.

Never
3.37%
7

Almost Never
5.77%
12

Rarely
21.15%
44

Sometimes
39.42%
82

Often
12.50%
26

(Schafeli, Wilmar, & Bakker, 2003)

Very Often
14.42%
30

Always
3.37%
7

Total

208
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